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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to papers filed on July 25, 201 1 . 
No claims have been amended. 
Claims 1-47 have been cancelled. 
Claims 48-68 have been added. 
Claims 48-68 are pending. 

Request for Continued Examination 

1 . The Request filed on July 25, 201 1 for Continued Examination (RCE) under 37 
CFR 1.114 based on Application No. 10/767356 is acceptable and a RCE has been 
established. An action on the RCE follows. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 48-54, 56-64, 66, and 67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tohyama (Pub. No. US 2002/0091645 A1) (hereafter referred to 
as Tohyama) in view of Lubbers et al. (Pub. No. US 2003/079102 A1) (hereafter 
referred to as Lubbers). 

3. In regards to Claims 48 and 59, Tohyama discloses: 
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A method comprising: 

storage medium and CPU (Fig. 1 and [0048]) 

receiving, a service request from a requestor over a storage network, wherein the 
service request is a request; ([0009], lines 9-20, affirmed by board decision mailed 
5/5/2011) 

determining an amount of credit available on a local storage medium for the 
requestor; ([0049], lines 1-11, affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/201 1) 

implementing the service request at the storage array controller in response to 
the amount of credit being sufficient to execute the service request; ([0049], lines 1-11, 
affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/201 1) 

in response to the amount of credit being insufficient to execute the service 
request, ([0049], lines 1-11, affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/2011) 

transmitting, by the storage array controller, a token request for a service 

token to a server communicatively connected to the storage network; ([0009], 

lines 9-20, affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/201 1) 

receiving, by the storage array controller, a response to the token request 

transmitted by the server after the server validates the token request; ([0009], 

lines 9-20, affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/201 1) and 
executing the service request in response to 

the response to the token request including an indication authorizing execution of 

the service request. ([0009], lines 9-20; S216; and [0124], lines2-6, affirmed by 

board decision mailed 5/5/201 1) 
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Tohyama discloses a storage network ([0009], lines 9-20, affirmed by board 
decision mailed 5/5/201 1), but Tohyama does not explicitly disclose the storage network 
having a storage array controller that controls an array of storage devices that 
implements RAID (Redundancy Array of Independent Disks) storage of data. However, 
Lubbers teaches a storage network having a storage array controller that controls an 
array of storage devices that implements RAID (Redundancy Array of Independent 
Disks) storage of data ([0082] and [0083], shows array controller controlling multiple 
storage device that implement RAID) 

It can be seen that each element claimed is taught in either Tohyama or Lubbers. 
Using characteristics such as "RAID Storage" (taught by Lubbers) does not change nor 
affect the normal functions of requesting and authorizing services as taught by 
Tohyama. One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the method of requesting 
and authorizing services from Tohyama would be performed the same way regardless 
of type of memory and/or method of memory management are used (i.e. "RAID 
Storage" from Lubbers). Since the functionalities in Tohyama and Lubbers do not 
interfere with each other the results of the combination would be predictable. (See KSR 
[127 SCt. at 1739]) 

Tohyama discloses a service request ([0009], lines 9-20, affirmed by board 
decision mailed 5/5/201 1), but Tohyama does not explicitly disclose the service request 
being for the performance of a data redundancy operation. However, Lubbers teaches 
the performing of data redundancy operations (Abstract, "methods for generating point- 
in-time copies, or snapshots, of logical disks') 
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It can be seen that each element claimed is taught in either Tohyama or Lubbers. 
Using services such as "snapshot" and "snapclone" (taught by Lubbers) does not 
change nor affect the normal functions of requesting and authorizing services as taught 
by Tohyama. One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the method of 
requesting and authorizing services from Tohyama would be performed the same way 
regardless of what types of services are requested (i.e. "snapshot" or "snapclone" from 
Lubbers). Since the functionalities in Tohyama and Lubbers do not interfere with each 
other the results of the combination would be predictable. (See KSR [127 S Ct. at 
1739]) 

4. In regards to Claims 49 and 60, Tohyama discloses the service request being a 
does not explicitly disclose a service being a data snapshot operation, however Lubbers 
teaches a data snapshot operation. ([0089]) 

It can be seen that each element claimed is taught in either Tohyama or Lubbers. 
Using services such as "snapshot" (taught by Lubbers) does not change nor affect the 
normal functions of requesting and authorizing services as taught by Tohyama. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the method of requesting and authorizing 
services from Tohyama would be performed the same way regardless of what types of 
services are requested. Since the functionalities in Tohyama and Lubbers do not 
interfere with each other the results of the combination would be predictable. (See KSR 
[127 SCt. at 1739]) 
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5. In regards to Claim 50, Tohyama does not explicitly disclose a service being a 
data snapclone operation, however Lubbers teaches a data snapclone operation. 
([0089]) 

It can be seen that each element claimed is taught in either Tohyama or Lubbers. 
Using services such as "snapclone" (taught by Lubbers) does not change nor affect the 
normal functions of requesting and authorizing services as taught by Tohyama. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the method of requesting and authorizing 
services from Tohyama would be performed the same way regardless of what types of 
services are requested. Since the functionalities in Tohyama and Lubbers do not 
interfere with each other the results of the combination would be predictable. (See KSR 
[127 SCt. at 1739]) 

6. In regards to Claims 51 and 61, Tohyama does not explicitly disclose a service 
being a data backup service, however Lubbers teaches a data backup service 
operation. ([0087] and [0089]) 

It can be seen that each element claimed is taught in either Tohyama or Lubbers. 
Using services such as "data backup" (taught by Lubbers) does not change nor affect 
the normal functions of requesting and authorizing services as taught by Tohyama. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the method of requesting and 
authorizing services from Tohyama would be performed the same way regardless of 
what types of services are requested. Since the functionalities in Tohyama and Lubbers 
do not interfere with each other the results of the combination would be predictable. 
(See KSR [127 SCt. at 1739]) 
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7. In regards to Claims 52 and 62, Tohyama does not explicitly disclose a service 
being a data recovery operation, however Lubbers teaches a data recovery operation. 
([0055], [0087], and [0089]) 

It can be seen that each element claimed is taught in either Tohyama or Lubbers. 
Using services such as "recovery" (taught by Lubbers) does not change nor affect the 
normal functions of requesting and authorizing services as taught by Tohyama. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the method of requesting and authorizing 
services from Tohyama would be performed the same way regardless of what types of 
services are requested. Since the functionalities in Tohyama and Lubbers do not 
interfere with each other the results of the combination would be predictable. (See KSR 
[127 SCt. at 1739]) 

8. In regards to Claims 53 and 63, Tohyama does not explicitly disclose the use of 
a RAID 5 storage, however Lubbers teaches the use of a RAID 5 storage. ([0082] and 
[0083]) 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that applying the known 
technique of Lubbers would have yielded predictable results. It would have been 
recognized that applying the technique of Lubbers to Tohyama would have yielded 
predictable results because the level of ordinary skill in the art demonstrated by the 
references applied shows the ability to incorporate such storage techniques into similar 
systems. Further, using a RAID 5 storage technique in conjunction with Tohyama's 
licensing system would have been recognized by those of ordinary skill in the art as 
resulting in an improved system that would allow the use of well-known storage 
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techniques. (See KSR [127 S Ct. at 1739] "The combination of familiar elements 
according to known methods is likely to be obvious when it does no more than yield 
predictable results.") 

9. In regards to Claims 54 and 64, Tohyama discloses: 

A method, wherein transmitting the token request comprises transmitting the 
token request containing an account identifier that identifies one of plural accounts that 
the server is to use for validating the token request. ([0009], lines 9-20; S21 6; [0051 ], 
lines'! 4-1 7; and [0124], lines2-6, affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/20 11) 

1 0. In regards to Claims 56 and 66, Tohyama discloses: 

A method, further comprising updating the amount of credit available in the local 
storage medium based on information in the response to the token request. ([0124], 
lines 23-27, affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/2011) 

11. In regards to Claim 57, Tohyama discloses: 

A method, wherein the response to the token request comprises a software 
module, for executing the service request. ([0009], lines 9-20; [0014]; [0048]; [0086]; 
S216; and [0124], lines2-6, affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/201 1) 

1 2. In regards to Claim 58, Tohyama discloses: 

A method, further comprising invoking the software module to execute the 
service request. ([0009], lines 9-20; [0014]; [0048]; [0086]; S216; and [0124], lines2-6, 
affirmed by board decision mailed 5/5/201 1) 

1 3. In regards to Claim 67, the claim limitations are equivalent to the claim limitations 
of Claims 48, 54, 59, and 64 above and are therefore subject to the same rejections, 
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citations, and reasoning provided for those claims above. In addition to those claims, 
Claim 67 recites "...access one of plural data tables that record information regarding 
respective service accounts; in response to determining that the accessed data table 
indicates that there is sufficient credit available for the service request..." 
Tohyama discloses: 

access one of plural data tables that record information regarding respective 
service accounts; (Fig. 8 and [0063], the "passbook" shows a table in which account 
information is shown along with usage information) 

in response to determining that the accessed data table indicates that there is 
sufficient credit available for the service request (Fig. 8 and [0063], the "passbook" 
shows a table in which account information is shown along with usage information) 
u. Claims 55, 65 and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tohyama in view of Lubbers in further view of Official Notice. 
1 5. In regards to Claims 55, 65 and 68, neither Tohyama nor Lubbers explicitly 
disclose the use of encryption and decryption. However, encryption and decryption 
are old and well known to those of ordinary skill in the art, and official notice to that 
effect is hereby taken. For example, encryption/decryption methods are commonly 
used for securely transferring information. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that applying the known 
technique of encryption and decryption would have yielded predictable results. It would 
have been recognized that applying the technique of encryption and decryption to 
Tohyama would have yielded predictable results because the level of ordinary skill in 
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the art demonstrated by the references applied shows the ability to incorporate such 
features into similar systems. Further, using a encryption and decryption feature in 
conjunction with a request and authorization system, would have been recognized by 
those ordinary skill in the art as resulting in an improved system that would allow 
customers to use the service while maintaining privacy and security of information. 
(See KSR [127 S Ct. at 1739] "The combination of familiar elements according to known 
methods is likely to be obvious when it does no more than yield predictable results.") 

Response to Arguments 

1 6. Applicant's arguments filed July 25, 201 1 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

17. I. Rejection of Claims under 35 U.S.C. §1 02 

Applicant's arguments in regards to the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejections are moot in 
view of the new prior art rejections. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shaun Sensenig whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
5393. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday 7:30 to 5:00 ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jamisue Plucinski can be reached on (571) 272-681 1 . The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/S. S./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3629 
July 30, 2011 



/Jamisue A Plucinski/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3629 



